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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Page 1 line 13 reads, "representation of such information, as oppose to audio..." 

It should read, "representation of such information, as opposed to audio..." 

Page 2 line 9 reads, "tools is to provide increase the font size..." 

It should read, "tools is to provide an increase in the font size..." 

Page 3 line 15 reads, "...move closer to a further away from the" 

It should read, "...move closer to or further away from the" 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: four lines from the 
top of claim 7 reads, "wherein the scene includes the user have at least identifiable 
points on the user" which is unclear. A statement along the lines of, "wherein the scene 
includes the user having at least identifiable points on the user" would clarify the matter. 
Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 4, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lee (US 2003/0234799) in view of Stern et al. (US 2002/0047828). 

Regarding claim 1, Lee describes a visual display unit having an image that is to 
be viewed by a user, said visual display unit comprising: a central processing unit 
connected to said visual display unit; and sensor means of measuring the distance 
between the user and said visual display unit; and dynamically sizing means, controlled 
by said central processing unit, for changing the size of an image so that the image 
appears to the user as being of constant size when the user moves closer or further 
from said visual display unit as provided by said sensor means; and memory storage 
means for storing the information about the corresponding magnification of the image 
previously used. For example, Lee offers Figure 1, which is a control block diagram of 
an image size adjusting system. The computer main body 1 is a central processing unit 
that is connected to display apparatus 10, which is a visual display unit. Display 
apparatus 10 also contains a distance sensor unit 11, which measures the distance 
between the user and the visual display unit and dynamically updates the size of the 
displayed image so that it appears of constant size when the user moves closer or 
further from the visual display unit as provided by the sensor means paragraphs 0029 
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and 0030. Lee also includes that the software program is resident in random access 
memory (RAM) storage means and that the user can alter the magnification ratio as he 
chooses. The changes made to the magnification ratio are saved in the software 
program's settings, and are therefore stored to the allotted RAM paragraph 0030 and 
Figure 4. Lee doesn't describe storing information about the user's eyesight. 

However, Stern describes storing information about the user's eyesight. For 
example, Stern discloses software that is designed to minimize a user's eyestrain while 
viewing a monitor. The invention comprises a distance sensor, monitor, and computer, 
as illustrated in Figure 1 . The software offers a series of vision tests, including tests to 
determine the optimal viewing distance and minimum viewing distance paragraphs 0023 
and 0027. The results from these tests are stored in the memory of the computer 
system and are used by the program to adjust the image as heeded to minimize the 
viewer's eyestrain 0036 and 0037. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to include in Lee the ability to store information about 
the user's eyesight, as taught by Stern, in order to give the user the ability to better 
customize the magnification control by entering eyesight information that would allow 
the program to adjust for vision problems, such as being nearsighted or farsighted. 

Concerning claims 4 and 6, Lee describes a visual display unit further comprising 
user activation means for responding to sudden changes in distance of the user from 
said visual display unit as measured by the sensor means, wherein said user activation 
means when activated causes the image to change in magnification. For example, Lee 
includes a system that automatically adjusts the size of the displayed image based on 
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the changed distance between the user and the visual display unit as measured by the 
sensor paragraphs 0008 and 0010. The user activates a change in magnification of the 
image based on the change in the distance he puts between himself and the visual 
display unit. Any change of distance, which includes sudden and gradual changes, 
between the visual display unit and the user is considered a user activation of the 
magnification software. 

Claims 2 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lee (US 2003/0234799) in view of Stern et al. (US 2002/0047828) and further in view of 
Williams (2003/0210258). 

As to claim 2, Lee in view of Stern describes a visual display unit that adjusts the 
size of its display based on the change in distance between a user and the monitor in 
order to make the display appear a constant size, as was described in the rejection of 
claim 1 . Lee in view of Stern doesn't describe that the sensor used to detect the 
distance between a user and the monitor is an ultrasonic tape measure. 

However, Williams describes an ultrasonic tape measure. For example, Williams 
includes a display apparatus wherein the image zooms and scrolls based on ultrasonic 
sensors that detect the position of a user relative to the display paragraph 0006. The 
ultrasonic sensors are used to establish the distance between the user and the display 
apparatus, and are therefore considered ultrasonic tape measures paragraph 0018. 

With regard to claim 5, Williams describes a user activation means that when 
activated causes the image to scroll. For example, Williams offers Figure 6, which 
illustrates a user moving from left to right 621 and 622, and the displayed image 
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scrolling from left to right on the screen 631 and 632 in response to the movement, 
which is considered a user activated scrolling function paragraph 0040. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include in 
Lee in view of Stern the scrolling function as taught by Williams in order to give the user 
the added option of scrolling around a magnified image by moving from side to side in 
front of the sensors rather than requiring the user to scroll using a mouse or keyboard, 
which may prove to be a burden if, for example, the user is giving a presentation and 
can't easily move back and forth between the displayed images and a keyboard and 
mouse. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee (US 
2003/0234799) in view of Stern et al. (US 2002/0047828) and further in view of Kuga 
(US 5,686,940). 

Regarding claim 3, Lee in view of Stern describes a visual display unit that alters 
the magnification of an image based on the distance between sensors associated with 
the visual display unit and a user, as described in the rejection of claim 1. Lee in view 
of Stern doesn't describe that the central processing unit has a refresh rate of less than 
or equal to 25 times per second to provide smoother transition in the size of the image 
as the image is magnified. 

However, Kuga describes that the central processing unit has a refresh rate of 
less than 25 times per second to provide smoother transition in the size of the image as 
the image is magnified. For example, Kuga includes a display that changes the size of 
the image based on the proximity of the user using a CCD camera as a distance 
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sensor. The distance sensor detects the proximity of a user and outputs a signal every 
half a second describing the distance between the user and the sensor, and the 
computer decides how much, if any, the image should be enlarged or reduced column 2 
lines 48-55. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to include in Lee in view of Stern the refresh rate of half a second as 
taught by Kuga in order to create a software program that doesn't appear to 
continuously change the magnification level of an image based on trivial user movement 
but still decreases or enlarges the size of an image with little delay when a valid zoom 
command is received. 

Claims 7, 11, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lee (US 2003/0234799) in view of Grover (2003/0122777). 

Concerning claim 7, Lee describes a visual display unit having an image that is to 
be viewed by a user, said visual display unit comprising: a central processor unit 
connected to visual display unit; and dynamically sizing means, controlled by said 
central processor unit, for changing the size of the image so that the image appears to 
the user as being of constant size when the user moves closer or further away from said 
visual display unit, as described in the rejection of claim 1 . Lee doesn't describe that . 
the visual display unit uses a web camera and still image capture means to capture a 
scene provided by said web camera, wherein the scene includes the user having at 
least identifiable points on the user such that said central processing unit calculates the 
distance between said visual display unit and the user. 
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However, Grover describes a visual display unit that uses a web camera and still 
image capture means to capture a scene provided by said web camera, wherein the 
scene includes the user having at least user identifiable points on the user such that 
said central processing unit calculates the distance between said visual display unit and 
the user. For example, Grover describes a computer system that enhances the picture 
visibility and adjusts the sensitivity of a microphone and the volume level of speakers 
based on the detected distance between a user and a built in camera paragraphs 0009, 
0013, and 0014. The camera is also described as functioning as a teleconference tool, 
and is therefore considered a web camera paragraph 0017. The camera analyzes a set 
of images that represent a scene as it slowly adjusts the focus of the lens to resolve the 
image. Once the scene is in focus the approximate distance to the user is calculated 
based on the focal length of the lens paragraph 0014. The camera establishes user 
identifiable points on the user, such as facial features and hair, to decide whether or not 
the user is in focus, then the central processing unit calculates the distance between the 
user and the visual display unit. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to include in Lee the web camera as taught by Grover 
in order to implement hardware for measuring the distance between a user and a 
display unit that has the versatility of functioning as a distance measurement device, 
digital camera, video camera, or web camera rather than just a distance measurement 
device, as is the case with other potential implementations. 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 13, Lee includes a visual display unit further comprising 
user activation means for responding to sudden changes in the measured distance of 
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the user from said visual display unit, wherein the user activation means when activated 
causes the image to change in magnification, as described in the rejection of claims 4 
and 6. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee (US 
2003/0234799) in view of Grover (2003/0122777) and further in view of Stern (US 
2002/0047828). 

As to claim 8, Lee in view of Grover describes a visual display unit comprising a 
memory storage means for storing magnification information of the image previously 
used. For example, Lee describes a software program that runs on a computer system 
and is resident in random access memory (RAM) storage means. The software 
program magnifies the image based on the distance between the display unit and the 
user and the user can alter the magnification ratio as he chooses. The changes made 
to the magnification ratio are saved in the software program's settings, and are 
therefore stored to the allotted RAM paragraph 0030 and Figure 4. Lee in view of 
Grover doesn't describe storing information about the user's eyesight. 

However, Stern describes storing information about the user's eyesight, as 
described in the rejection of claim 1 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to include in Lee in view of Grover the ability to 
store information about the user's eyesight, as taught by Stern, in order to give the user 
the ability to better customize the magnification control by entering eyesight information 
that would allow the program to adjust for vision problems, such as being nearsighted or 
farsighted. 
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Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee (US 
2003/0234799) in view of Grover (2003/0122777) and further in view of Mattsson (US 
2003/0076293). 

With regard to claim 9, Mattsson describes a method comprising at least two 
colored disks which are associated with the user and which serve as the at least two 
identifiable points on the user such that the distance to the user is calculated. For 
example, Mattsson describes a gesture recognition system that uses sets of markers to 
establish the location and hand gestures of a person paragraphs 0007 and 0008. The 
invention includes Alfa markers and Beta markers. The Alfa markers are used to help 
keep track of the user. They may be worn on the shoulders, which are considered two 
identifiable points, and they allow the system to calculate the horizontal line or plane 
that the user resides in paragraph 0099 and 0100. The markers may be different 
shapes such a two dimensional circle, which is also considered a disk, or a two 
dimensional square, and the markers can be a solid color or a combination of colors to 
help the system identify the type of marker paragraphs 0115-0122. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include in Lee in 
view of Grover the system of establishing the distance from the camera to the user by 
means of using easily identifiable markers as taught by Mattsson in order to utilize an 
accurate method of establishing the distance between the camera and a user that isn't 
limited by the focusing capabilities of the camera and won't give incorrect magnification 
results by focusing on the wrong person. 
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Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee (US 
2003/0234799) in view of Grover (2003/0122777) and further in view of Kuga (US 
5,686,940). 

Concerning claim 10, Lee in view of Grover describes a visual display unit that 
alters the magnification of an image based on the distance between the user and the 
display as detected by the camera, as discussed in the rejection of claim 7. Lee in view 
of Grover doesn't describe that the central processing unit has a refresh rate of less 
than or equal to 25 times per second to provide smoother transition in the size of the 
image as said sizing means alters the magnification of the image. 

However, Kuga describes that the central processing unit has a refresh rate of 
less than or equal to 25 times per second to provide smoother transition in the size of 
the image as said sizing means alters the magnification of the image, as disclosed in 
the rejection of claim 3. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to include in Lee in view of Grover the refresh rate of half a 
second as taught by Kuga in order to create a software program that doesn't appear to 
continuously change the magnification level of an image based on trivial user movement 
but still decreases or enlarges the size of an image with little delay when a valid zoom 
command is received. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee (US 
2003/0234799) in view of Grover (2003/0122777) and further in view of Williams (US 
2003/0210258). 
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As to claim 12, Lee in view of Grover describes a visual display unit that 
comprises user activation means to magnify an image. Lee in view of Grover doesn't 
describe that the user activation means when activated causes the image to scroll. 

However, Williams describes a visual display unit wherein the user activation 
means when activated causes the image to scroll, as described in the rejection of claim 
5. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include in Lee in view of Grover the scrolling function as taught by Williams 
in order to give the user the added option of scrolling around a magnified image by 
moving from side to side in front of the sensors rather than requiring the user to scroll 
using a mouse or keyboard, which may prove to be a burden if, for example, the user is 
giving a presentation and can't easily move back and forth between the displayed 
images and a keyboard and mouse. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dan Washburn whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
5551 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:30 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Razavi can be reached on (571) 272-7664. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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